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The House met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. MCINNIS].

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
February 29, 1996.

I hereby designate the Honorable ScoTT
MCINNIS to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

From the rising of the Sun until the
going down of the same, we offer our
thanks and praise to You, O God, for
Your gracious gifts of faith and hope
and love. When we falter or fail, You
lift us up; when we do justice and seek
mercy, You encourage and make us
whole. For all Your marvelous deeds, O
God, that forgive us and point us in the
way, we offer these words of gratitude
and thanksgiving. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.
BARRETT] come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska led the
Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

PERMISSION FOR SUNDRY COM-
MITTEES AND THEIR SUB-
COMMITTEES TO SIT TODAY
DURING THE 5-MINUTE RULE

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, | ask unanimous consent that
the following committees and their
subcommittees be permitted to sit
today while the House is meeting in
the Committee of the Whole under the
5-minute rule: Committee on Banking
and Financial Services, Committee on
Commerce, Committee on Economic
and Educational Opportunities, Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight, Committee on International
Relations, Committee on the Judici-
ary, Committee on National Security,
Committee on Resources, Committee
on Science, and Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

It is my understanding, Mr. Speaker,
that the minority has been consulted
and that there is no objection to these
requests.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Nebraska?

There was no objection.

AGRICULTURAL MARKET
TRANSITION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 366 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2854).
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House

on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R.
2854) to modify the operation of certain
agricultural programs, with MR. HAN-
SEN, Chairman pro tempore, in the
chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When
the Committee of the Whole rose on
Wednesday, February 28, 1996, amend-
ment No. 8 printed in House Report
104-463 offered by the gentleman from
New York [Mr. BOEHLERT] had been
designated.

Pursuant to the rule, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. BOEHLERT] and a
Member opposed each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. BOEHLERT].

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, | rise this morning on
behalf of America’s farmers, on behalf
of America’s hunters and fishermen,
and on behalf of the environment.
What do the National Wildlife Federa-
tion, the American Farm Bureau, and
the National Rifle Association all have
in common?

They are all strong supporters of the
Boehlert conservation amendment.
Why have major agriculture and envi-
ronmental organizations in the United
States endorsed my conservation
amendment? Because the conservation
amendment before us is truly
profarmer and proenvironment. Chair-
man ROBERTS, Chairman BARRETT, and
Congressman PETERSON have all
worked with me to craft a conservation
title that provides American farmers
with the resources they need to protect
the environment that we all need.
Every urban American and every rural
American will benefit from this amend-
ment.
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Today, 51 percent of all privately
owned lands in the United States are
held by farmers and ranchers. If we are
serious about improving the quality of
America’s rivers and lakes, and we
darn well better be, if we are serious
about preserving essential wildlife
habitat, and we darn well better be, if
we are serious about protecting our Na-
tion’s drinking water supplies, and,
there is nothing more important than
that, we have got to work with the
American farmer.

Agricultural programs represent the
single best opportunity for this Con-
gress to make significant improve-
ments in the quality of our environ-
ment. Best of all, we will be achieving
these dramatic environmental im-
provements with voluntary incentive-
based programs, programs strongly
supported by the agriculture commu-
nity.

The Boehlert-Roberts-Barrett-Peter-
son amendment builds on the proven
success of the existing conservation re-
serve program and wetland reserve pro-
gram. This conservation title also pro-
vides new resources and technical as-
sistance for the management of nutri-
ents and manure on America’s farms.
While providing significant conserva-
tion resources to America’s farmers,
this amendment achieves these con-
servation goals in a fiscally responsible
manner.

This conservation title costs less
than half of the $4.5 billion in the one
passed by the Senate on February 7.
The numbers tell the story. My con-
servation amendment costs $2.1 billion,
while the Senate conservation title has
been scored by the Congressional Budg-
et Office at $4.5 billion. The Boehlert
amendment makes agricultural, envi-
ronmental, and fiscal sense.

The Senate and the administration
have made it clear they will not sup-
port a farm bill absent a comprehen-
sive conservation title. If this body can
produce a comprehensive conservation
title that has the support of farmers
and sportsmen and environmentalists,
we should do it.

In closing, | would like to read to you
what the Natural Resources Defense
Council, the Environmental Defense
Fund, and Trout Unlimited are saying
about my amendment, and | quote:
““We are pleased to support the amend-
ment and urge all Members of the
House to join in support.” The Amer-
ican Farm Bureau, the National
Grange, the National Milk Producers
Federation, the National Corn Grow-
ers, the National Wheat Growers and
the National Association of State De-
partments of Agriculture are all
strongly supporting the Boehlert con-
servation amendment. | urge my col-
leagues to join me in supporting this
pro-farmer, pro-environment amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does
any Member seek time in opposition?

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Yes, Mr. Chair-
man, | do.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is the
gentleman from Louisiana opposed to
the amendment?

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Yes, Mr. Chair-
man, | am, and | seek time to express
my opposition.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Louisiana is recog-
nized for 20 minutes.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, the Boehlert amend-
ment actually doubles the impact of a
provision in the existing bill that is be-
fore the House. | had intended to come
to the floor in opposition to the exist-
ing provision. So let me double my op-
position to the Boehlert amendment.
Because what we are talking about
here is a whole new entitlement. An
entitlement which, if the Boehlert
amendment is adopted, amounts to $1.4
billion of mandatory spending; $1.4 bil-
lion in taxpayers’ dollars which will be
spent at the same time that we in this
Congress for the last 14 months have
been working diligently to pare down
the discretionary budget. At the same
time that we are telling America how
important it is to get entitlements
under control and to get a leash on the
entitlement portion of the budget,
which represents two-thirds of the $1.6
trillion that this Federal Government
spends every single year.

At the same time that we are saying
we cannot get President Clinton to the
table to agree on how to pare down So-
cial Security, Medicare, Medicaid, wel-
fare, and all of the other entitlements
that are going rapidly out of control,
all of a sudden, quietly, here this morn-
ing, we hear the gentleman from New
York, my very good friend, come here
and say that the provision in this bill
which creates a $700 million new enti-
tlement for cattle farmers is not
enough and it should be raised to a $1.4
billion entitlement.

To say that | am shocked is only an
understatement, because actually 1 am
incredulous. | have worked diligently
as chairman of the Committee on Ap-
propriations to get the spending on the
discretionary side of the equation
under control. We have succeeded.

I would like to take a minute just to
show how in Democrat control, the
U.S. Congress, in the House and Senate
in fiscal year 1994, discretionary spend-
ing was roughly $237 billion. This is
nondefense  discretionary  spending
under Democrat control.

In fiscal year 1995, it rose to $246 bil-
lion. And under Republican control, we
shrank fiscal year 1995, because of our
rescission bill last year, to under $230
billion, roughly $229 billion.

Currently, in fiscal year 1996, we are
at $222 billion. Our projections for fis-
cal year 1997 are $219 billion. We have
had Republicans and Democrats, mod-
erates and conservatives alike, come to
the floor and say, ‘““You can’t cut this
program, you can’t cut that program.”’
We want to keep restoring money for
education, health and welfare, safety,
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and all of the wonderful programs in
the discretionary portion of the budg-
et.

What we have here this morning, at a
time when nobody is paying attention,
is Members of the Congress coming for-
ward and saying, ‘“Wait a minute. We
want to create a new entitlement, a
new mandatory program to spend $1.4
billion.”

Mr. Chairman, let me stress, today is
February 29, 1996. Once every 4 years
we are privileged in this world of ours
to add an additional day to the cal-
endar of the year. It is called Leap
Day. This program coincidentally
enough falls on Leap Day. You know
what the name of the program is? It is
the Livestock Environmental Assist-
ance Program, or the LEAP Program.

Mr. Chairman, | would suggest to all
of my Members who are listening some-
where in cyberspace, or here on the
floor, 1 would suggest to them that if
they want to create a brand new enti-
tlement after we are cutting the discre-
tionary budget as successfully as we
are doing, then they will have suc-
ceeded in making a great leap back on
Leap Day of Leap Year 1996.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 8 minutes to the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS], the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Agriculture.

0 0915

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, | am
sorry for the delay. I was taking Mr.
LIVINGSTON’s pulse. He seemed to be
worked up about the budget. | can get
worked up about the budget. | can get
worked up about entitlement pro-
grams.

But this is not an entitlement pro-
gram. This is the continuation of a
strong difference of opinion between
our good friends in the Committee on
Appropriations, and let me say at the
outset, that we have no better chair-
man of the Committee on Appropria-
tions that the gentleman from Louisi-
ana [Mr. LIVINGSTON], who has done
precisely what he said he has done in
regards to getting our discretionary, |
emphasize the word discretionary,
spending down to reasonable levels. He
deserves every accolade in that respect.

But the difference in regard to the
LEAP program and the EQUIP pro-
gram here is that we pay for it. We
paid for it out of farm programs pay-
ments, out of the CCC fund used by Ag-
riculture that is in the mandatory
spending category. That comes under
the jurisdiction of the House Commit-
tee on Agriculture, and we are cutting
those funds dramatically, and in addi-
tion to cutting those funds and meet-
ing our budget responsibilities, we also
cut them again to provide two vitally
needed environmental programs, actu-
ally three, EQUIP, LEAP, and the con-
servation reserve program, and we pay
for it.
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How do we pay for it? Our farmers
know that in facing all of the regu-
latory overkill and their responsibil-
ities as stewards of the soil, they need
programs by which the Federal Govern-
ment is also in partnership with them
to reach our environmental respon-
sibilities and our goals. So we reduced
those expenditures. This is paid for,
and it is capped. It is capped ever year.

Now, | understand that the gen-
tleman from Louisiana and my good
friends on the Committee on Appro-
priations Subcommittee on Agri-
culture, who do a splendid job for us
most of the time, would like to have
control over these funds. But, in effect,
we have already paid for them out of
the farm program benefits that would
have gone to farmers.

So we are meeting our budget respon-
sibilities, and we are doing that. And
this is the most budget conscious, re-
sponsible farm bill that we have ever
had. And the program is capped. And
we have paid for it, and our farmers
have paid for it. It is not a new entitle-
ment. It is a great leap forward, if you
will, for the most, for the strongest and
the most proenvironmental farm bill
that has ever been written.

I would like to at least say | had not
expected this kind of a fiscal tirade
here this morning, and so if | could be
granted some additional time through
my friend from New York, | would like
to say something positive about the
legislation.

This has been a very difficult time, a
difficult amendment, but it has been
worked out through the diligence of
my committee colleague, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT],
and my good friend and colleague, the
gentleman from New York [Mr. BOEH-
LERT], and many others, the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. PETERSON], on
that side of the aisle, myself, the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON],
and many members of the Committee
on Agriculture as a means of address-
ing several important positive environ-
mental programs. It is a capstone to a
truly environmental farm bill.

Under the freedom to farm concept,
which is the foundation, we really free
farmers from the restrictions of 50
years of federally mandated mono-agri-
culture. American agriculture will be
more environmentally friendly. Our
farmers will be free to respond to mar-
ket signals. They will now be able to
rotate their crops and instead of plant-
ing the same crop time after time after
time after time to protect their acre-
age base in order to get the Govern-
ment subsidy, they will follow the mar-
ket signals and what they should be
doing in regard to their environmental
responsibilities. That means fewer pes-
ticides. That means less fertilizer. And
it means more integrated farm man-
agement.

Now, past environmental programs
have impacted only a few million
acres. Every one of the environmental
programs that we have heard about in
this Congress before have been piece-
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meal. Under the freedom to farm bill,
we will encourage sound conservation
and environmentally positive activity
on 300 million acres of U.S. farmlands.
That is good for all Americans, and it
is also good for the farmer and rancher.

I could go down a long list of envi-
ronmental and wildlife groups that
support this amendment and that also
understand it is fiscally responsible be-
cause we do pay for it. We have the
Farm Bureau, Meat Institute, Sheep
Industry Association, Soybean Associa-
tion, Equipment Manufacturers’ Insti-
tute. And | will make this part of the
RECORD.

In this regard, these are the organi-
zations that support the conservation
reserve program, and | certainly want
to thank also the gentleman from
Texas, [Mr. PETE GEREN] for his efforts
in this regard.

But the conservation reserve pro-
gram has been a monumental success.
It reduces soil erosion. It improves the
surface and ground water quality on
environmentally sensitive lands. It sets
aside huge blocks of land in the Great
Plains and cornbelt for wildlife habi-
tat. We have economic studies that
generally have concluded that the CRP
has provided public benefits totaling
$12.5 billion since 1985, when the CRP
was enacted. That is $8.6 billion for fish
and wildlife, $3.1 billion in water qual-
ity improvements, $1.3 billion in soil
productivity, and a half a billion dol-
lars in benefits generally caused by
wind erosion. So it is a plus. As well as
paying for this, there is a positive ben-
efit.

So this amendment assures the con-
tinuation of these benefits and will im-
prove our Nation’s water quality.

Now, under the terms of the com-
promise amendment offered today by
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.
BARRETT] and the gentleman from New
York [Mr. BOEHLERT], the CRP will be
continued at its current level of 36.4
million acres. | think | have extolled
the virtues of the CRP program enough
for Members.

I want to say finally, Mr. Chairman,
the amendment does establish a few en-
vironmental quality incentive pro-
gram, or EQUIP, for livestock men and
other agriculture producers. This new
program is similar to the one adopted
by the other body. We have cost share
and incentive payments made to pro-
ducers for structural and land manage-
ment practices.

Let me just say this: This is the
strongest proenvironment farm bill
ever passed in this Congress. Under
freedom to farm, the farmer will not
longer be trapped into monoagricul-
ture, putting the seed in the ground to
protect his acreage base in order to re-
ceive the deficiency payment or the
subsidy payments. He has the flexibil-
ity. It means less pesticides, less fer-
tilizer, a proenvironment farm bill. It
also locks in the ability of farmers to
participate in their conservation com-
pliance plan for 7 years.

Otherwise, if you extend the current
farm bill, they will probably get out of
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the farm program, and there is no con-
servation compliance. Then we have
the three programs: the conservation
reserve program, EQUIP, and LEAP.
They are all good programs, and they
are paid for, and they are capped, and
it is out of the mandatory fund.

So | know, while the argument of the
gentleman from Louisiana can be very,
very persuasive in his efforts to reduce
our budget exposure, we have already
paid for this, Mr. Chairman, lock,
stock, and barrel. It is capped, and
there will be no more money spent on
a so-called entitlement program that is
permitted in this program.

As | have said, our farmers have al-
ready sacrificed their program benefits
to pay for these environmental pro-
grams.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

(Mr. LIVINGSTON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman,
since 1 am overwhelmed with speakers
on my side of the issue, | will engage
just a second again.

You know, for the last 14 months I
have heard one speaker after another
from both sides of the aisle come up
and talk about how important it is to
balance the budget. We are going to do
it, oh, we are going to balance the
budget, but not with this program, be-
cause this program is a good program,
that program is a good program. You
know, you need a little more, a little
touch-up over here, a little more spend-
ing here. In fact, that is what we have
been hearing in my 19 years in the U.S.
Congress, ‘“We are going to do it one
day.” But, oh, now that we are really
getting serious, now that we are really
starting to get a handle on discre-
tionary spending, let us come up with
new gimmicks, new tricks, and when
you have got a good idea, let’s just not
worry about the discretionary side of
the equation. Let us switch it over to
the mandatory side of the equation.
Let us just kind of move it over in a
bookkeeping entry, lock it into law,
make it an entitlement, walk away
from it because we know this program
is a good one; it will be funded for eter-
nity.

Once we get an entitlement, it will
never be cut. You know, | could list
10,000 programs that the U.S. Govern-
ment engages in that every one of
which are good ideas. We might as well
just take all 10,000 of them and say
they are mandatory and not worry. We
could all do what Lamar Alexander
said, pack our bags, cut our salaries 100
percent and go home, let Bill Clinton
run the Government. Is that what we
are supposed to do? Is that really what
we are elected to do? Are we elected to
take every program known to man that
is a good idea? And this is a good idea.
There is no doubt about the substance
of this program. In fact, there never
has been any doubt about the sub-
stance of the program.
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Just this last year we appropriated
$75 million for this program, essen-
tially the same thing. We are already
doing it.

But my friends in the farm commu-
nity say, well, we need to spend more
because we need to show the environ-
mentalists that we are really looking
out after them. | mean after all, we are
spending a lot more money on farm
programs in order to justify that and
to pass a farm bill. Let us put a little
money in for the environmentalists;
then we get a lot of votes and pass the
bill. That is the key here. That is what
we are talking about. ‘“‘Let’s buy the
votes.”” Let us not worry about the fact
the last 14 months we have been worry-
ing about a balanced budget and trying
to pare down discretionary spending
and save money for the taxpayers so
that eventually we can turn some back
to him. Let us come up with a new,
neat environmental idea. Well, not so
new, because we have been doing it al-
ready on the discretionary side. But let
us make it an entitlement. Let us lock
it into law so those appropriators can-
not ever get to it, so we can never de-
crease it and we can say to the envi-
ronmental community, ‘“Look what we
have done for you today.”

Is that not the same old story we
have been telling for the last 50 years?
We take the taxpayers’ money. We are
looking at them straight in the eye and
say, ‘‘Look what I've done for you
today. Vote for me in the next elec-
tion.”

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LIVINGSTON. If the gentleman
would be happy to yield to me on his
time, | would be happy to. I want to
say——

Mr. ROBERTS. | do not have any
time. | would just like to respond to
the gentleman.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Kansas, the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture.

Mr. ROBERTS. Bless your heart.
Well, do not wander off.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. | am here.

Mr. ROBERTS. OK. Again, let me say
to the gentleman that we all stand in
admiration of the gentleman’s efforts
to cut spending. Nobody has done more
in the Congress. But what | would like
to try to point out is that we do have
two separate pastures in regard to our
financial obligation in regard to agri-
culture. One is the mandatory pasture,
and one is the discretionary pasture.

The gentleman has done yeoman
work in regards to the discretionary
part of the funding. We are in charge of
the mandatory part.

Now, we started out at $56.6 billion.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Reclaiming my
time, the gentleman has plenty of time
from the gentleman from New York.

Mr. ROBERTS. It will only take 30
seconds.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. | understand the
gentleman’s point. | will summarize it.

Essentially he is saying the appropri-
ators appropriate and the authorizers

Chairman, will
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authorize, and therefore he is going to
authorize and take all the money from
the taxpayer and make sure that it is
locked in.

Look, the bottom line is, with all due
respect to my friend, and because my
time is limited and | think | might
have other speakers before this day is
over, the fact that this is a program
that might be wise today but someday
in the future might be unwise. It might
be adjusted. And the point is we should
make it discretionary, we should con-
trol it.

If, in fact, the money is being wasted,
somebody in Congress should say it is
being wasted, just like on most of these
other programs we have. We should
never lock things into law simply be-
cause they are a good idea. This is a
mistake. It was a mistake to put it in
the bill and add $700 million. It is an
even worse mistake to put it in as an
amendment at $1.4 billion, as the gen-
tleman from New York would do.

I urge my friends to vote down this
amendment and vote with me to elimi-
nate this whole bad leap year, leap day
LEAP program provision from this bill.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DE LA GARzA], the distin-
guished ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, and | ask unani-
mous consent that he be allowed to
control that time.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
South Dakota [Mr. JOHNSON].

(Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, | rise in support of the
Boehlert-Barrett conservation amend-
ment. It contains the backbone of a
comprehensive conservation title that
should be in the final version of the
farm bill whenever that might come
about.

I am pleased that the authority for
new enrollments in the Conservation
Reserve Program is included. The CRP
is of great importance in my State of
South Dakota for several reasons, for
its impact on cutting soil erosion, in-
creasing water quality and enhancing
habitat for wildlife. We have seen
pheasant populations in South Dakota
head back toward historical, record
levels. The same is true of duck popu-
lations, which have increased by 30 per-
cent, and songbird populations. Many
of the songbirds documented on CRP
acreage were previously headed toward
decline and facing the possibility of
being threatened under the Endangered
Species Act.

I am also pleased that the gentleman
from Nebraska worked with agricul-
tural interests and wildlife groups to
come up with a compromise on the
issue of early outs.

The other component of this amend-
ment is the Environmental Quality In-
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centives Program. | have been working
with Chairman ALLARD on a similar
provision in the Agriculture Commit-
tee. This program will be vital in en-
suring the viability of livestock oper-
ations throughout the country. The
livestock sector is facing devastating
swings in market prices and the tech-
nical assistance and cost-share funds
provided by EQIP may help keep many
family operations from going out of
business.

I want to commend the livestock and
commodity groups in their initiative in
working to meet the environmental
concerns facing their industry. They
want to take an active role in ensuring
their operations do not degradate the
land they live on or the water their
families drink.

As | indicated, this is a start toward
a conservation title that can balance
the survival of family farms with pro-
tection of their land and resources for
generations to come. | look forward to
working with Chairmen ROBERTS and
ALLARD to address the remaining im-
portant issues such as commonsense
reforms to the Swampbuster provision
that they included in H.R. 2973.
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Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. PETER-
SON].

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, | am proud to stand today
to offer this amendment with the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. BOEHLERT]
and the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr.
BARRETT]. On behalf of the Sportsmen’s
Caucus, which has made the Conserva-
tion Reserve Program the main focus
of this Congress, we are very pleased
with the language that is in this
amendment. This is a straight, clean,
reauthorization of the Conservation
Reservation Program, which is what
we have been working for, for the last
couple of years.

| think the earlyout provision that
has been negotiated with the gen-
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT]
and others is a good provision which is
actually, in my judgment, going to
benefit wildlife, because frankly, the
first 5 years of these contracts are
when they do the best job in providing
habitat for wildlife. It might be a good
thing to allow these to turn over after
5 years so we can take some of this ma-
ture cover and turn it into new cover,
which is the best for wildlife.

So, Mr. Chairman, | think we have
got a very good compromise put to-
gether here. It is going to be good for
wildlife, farmers, conservationists, and
environmentalists. | am glad to sup-
port this.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, |1
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT].

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. | yield to
the gentleman from Kansas.
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Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman. It used to be in
this body, where we delegated respon-
sibility, we appropriated the credit and
sifted the blame. Through the leader-
ship of the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. LIVINGSTON], we do not do that
anymore. Let me point out to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Louisiana,
we started with $56.6 billion in the
mandatory account, went down to $43
billion, went down to $38 billion, went
down to $36 billion. These are farm pro-
gram payments. The reason we went
from 38 to 36 is to pay for this. It is
paid. It is capped. It is paid. This is not
a new entitlement payment program.
We paid for it.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr.
Chairman, reclaiming my time, | am
pleased that the House actually has an
opportunity to discuss a strong amend-
ment to the farm bill such as this
amendment. | am particularly excited
about the Conservation Reserve Pro-
gram, as has been pointed out.

As a long time supporter of the Agri-
cultural Marketing Transition Act, |
will admit | had a concern about mov-
ing a farm bill without a conservation
section, which should have been in-
cluded in the reauthorization of the
program itself. Without the Boehlert-
Barrett-Peterson amendment, we
would be ignoring about 15 million
acres of CRP land that will be coming
out of the program this year. If you
add the CRP contracts to expire next
year, we are talking about 24 million
acres of land.

So the Conservation Reserve Pro-
gram, which was established in 1985,
helps to protect our soil and water. It
is an extremely important matter that
we continue the program. It has a wide
spectrum of interests, and farmers and
environmentalists and sportsmen and
the public sector, frankly, get large
benefits from the program, and the
House should not dismiss our respon-
sibility to reauthorize the program. It
is a good amendment, it is an amend-
ment that should be adopted. It will
help complete the farm bill and give
the House a position on CRP as we go
to conference with the Senate.

So, Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, |
would say please support the amend-
ment, vote yes on Boehlert-Barrett-Pe-
terson.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. FARR].

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, | thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise with a great
deal of concern on this amendment.
This is an amendment that those of us
in the environmental community
ought to be embracing. But it has some
very serious reservations. In fact, |
have a letter here signed by the Sierra
Club, the American Farmland Trust,
Defenders of Wildlife, Environmental
Working Group Humane Society of the
United States, Friends of the Earth,
the Isaak Walton League of America,
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the Land Trust Alliance, the Union for
Concerned Scientists, Public Voice for
Food and Health Policy, the Soil and
Water Conservation Society, Sustain-
able Agriculture Coalition, U.S. PIRG,
and the Wallace Institute for Alter-
native Agriculture, all addressing
Members of this body, asking them to
vote against the bill because of this
provision that is from it.

I have some concerns as | have been
working closely through the year, only
I think we have a lot of mutual inter-
ests. One of my biggest concerns in
America is the erosion of good, prime,
agriculture land. America seems to be
doing urban sprawl better than it can
do agriculture policy. So what we want
to do, rather than get government
highly involved in this, is to allow—we
have in America these agriculture land
trusts created in countries and States
throughout the United States. Those
are private, nonprofit entities that go
out and buy from willing sellers, will-
ing sellers, development rights that are
on agriculture land, so that the agri-
culture land remains permanently in
agriculture. |1 have been trying to get
that amendment into the bill and had a
very difficult time because it is always
sort of delayed.

The Senate policy allowed that
amendment in there, and this amend-
ment does not. So, therefore, | reluc-
tantly have to oppose the Boehlert
amendment.

| do so because | believe that this amend-
ment undermines efforts both here in the
House and in the Senate to protect farmland
from urban sprawl.

| have coauthored legislation with my good
friend from Maryland, Mr. GILCHREST, to help
the States address the troubling loss of farm-
land to urbanization—over 1,000,000 acres a
year at current rates.

The States have taken the lead in helping
farmers keep this land in agriculture and out of
the grasp of urban sprawl and the Federal
Government should help the States with their
efforts.

States like New York, California, Maryland,
Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, New Jersey,
Michigan, and many others.

A version of our bill was added to the Sen-
ate farm bill by Senator SANTORUM.

Before Tuesday, the Boehlert amendment
would have included most of the Senate con-
servation titte—including farmland protection.

But Tuesday night, the Boehlert amendment
was cut down to a size more acceptable to the
environmentally leaning Republican leader-
ship.

Farmland protection was dropped from the
bill.

This amendment will hurt the Senate farm-
land protection provisions in conference.

| believe that a vote for the de la Garza-
Clayton fund for rural America amendment is
better for farmland protection, better for the,
environment, better for rural economies, and
better for farmers.

| cannot support this bill if it lacks adequate
funding for conservation, research, and rural
development.

And | cannot support this bill if it does not
help State farmland protection efforts, or un-
dercuts the Senate farmland protection
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amendment in the conference—as | believe
the Boehlert conservation amendment will.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FARR. | yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, |1
would point out the letter the gen-
tleman just referred to, signed by all
the environmental organizations, is si-
lent to this amendment. They are actu-
ally supportive of my amendment, op-
posed though to the bill.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Delaware [Mr. CAs-
TLE].

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me time. In
my 1 minute | would like to make sev-
eral points.

One is, who is an environmentalist? |
have yet to find anybody who does not
believe in clean drinking water. would
not like to see clean water in general.
Everybody wants clean air. You talk
about environmentalists, but the trust
of matter is about 100 percent of the
United States of America is in one way
or another an environmentalist.

Second, who owns the land? About 50
percent of the land in America is
owned or controlled by our farmers and
our ranchers. That is a very important
commodity in terms of how we are
going to impact our environment.

Next our agricultural interests, also
our environmental interests, | have not
met many farmers, ranchers, or any-
body who deals with that area, who is
not interested in the environment.

Finally, there is a very close tie-in
between the environment and our agri-
cultural interests. | know in my State
of Delaware, in our inland bays where
Rehoboth Beach is, which many people
know about, we have a lot of farm in-
terests. We have studied those inland
bays and realize the impact of fer-
tilizers and other products on them.

Mr. Chairman, | would encourage all
of us to support the program.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, by
national acclaim, | will take the po-
dium again. | yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, just so that everybody
is absolutely clear, | have already
made the point that we are scoring big
points in getting discretionary spend-
ing under control. What the proponents
of this amendment and the later subse-
quent provision in the agriculture bill
do to create the LEAP Program on
Leap Day of Leap Year of 1996 is to cre-
ate a $1.4 billion mandatory program.

Now, there has been some discussion
that, well, it is not really a mandatory
entitlement. | would only point to the
bill itself, in fact to the provision, |
think this is the Boehlert amendment,
“Title 111, Conservation, section 1241,
mandatory expenses.”” The whole pro-
gram is listed under mandatory ex-
penses.

It says the “Environmental Quality
Incentive Program for each of fiscal
years 1996 through 2002, $200 million of
funds of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration shall be available.”” It does
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not say ‘“‘may be available’ or “may be
appropriated” or ‘“might be spent.” It
says ‘it shall be available,”” which
means this indeed is a mandatory pro-
gram. It increases spending.

Now, | have to tell my Republican
colleagues, | got this report from the
House Republican conference talking
points on why you should support the
House bill and not support the Senate
bill. Well, on the second page, it says
the Senate bill is “‘chock full of new
spending.”” That is the reason you
should not vote for the Senate bill.

Well, what are we doing here? Creat-
ing a nondiscretionary, mandatory new
entitlement for $1.4 billion. Do not
come to the Committee on Appropria-
tions and say ‘“We need to cut spend-
ing”’ if you vote for this. This is locked
in spending. Nobody can cut it, nobody
can adjust it, you just have to spend
the money. And when you go back to
the campaign trail and say ““We have
got to do something about the manda-
tory side of the equation, two-thirds of
the Federal budget, two-thirds of $1.6
billion that we spend every year, but
we can’t do it because we can’t get the
votes, can’t get the support,” if you
vote for this, you will know why. You
can look in the mirror and see the per-
son responsible.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. GILCHREST].

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, |
thank the gentleman from New York
for yielding me time, and | thank the
gentleman from Kansas for allowing
the opportunity to discuss an issue
such as conservation.

The previous speaker spoke about an
important issue, and that is balancing
the budget. He spoke about an impor-
tant issue in not frivolously spending
the taxpayers’ dollars in a wasteful
manner. We must balance the Federal
budget. But in so doing, | think we
have to remember that we have to re-
duce some of the problems that are
causing Federal spending to go spiral-
ling out of sight.

If we are dealing with the area of ag-
riculture, how do we save money? We
reduce soil erosion, we prevent ground
water from becoming contaminated, we
reduce the necessity of spending Fed-
eral dollars on flooding. How do you do
all these things in one particular area
in the scheme of things? If we are deal-
ing with agriculture, we need to spend
taxpayer money wisely, we need to
spend Federal dollars wisely, to reduce
the overall mismanagement of things.

So if we can have conservation pro-
grams that protect things such as wet-
lands, which, by the way, are now rel-
atively easily identified and farmers
wanted to participate in that so they
can encourage the fact that soil will
not be eroded anymore, ground water
will be clean, we will have areas that
will not be flooded anymore, we have
areas where fish can spawn, and they
want to participate in the best man-
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agement practices for farming, then we
are going to work as a team. It is going
to work.

Mr. Chairman, | encourage an aye
vote on this amendment.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
lowa [Mr. LATHAM].

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, | would
like to engage the gentleman from New
York [Mr. BOEHLERT] in a colloquy. I
just want some clarification on dif-
ferent parts of this.

Is there anything in this that re-
quires a whole farm plan?

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield, there is noth-
ing in there to require a whole farm
plan.

Mr. LATHAM. There is no intention
that would be part of it?

Mr. BOEHLERT. No intention.

Mr. LATHAM. Under the CRP provi-
sion it is added as far as water condi-
tions on the criteria. | want to know, is
there an actual effect as far as moving
acres out of the Midwest to the North-
east, or is there an intent, or will it
have an effect in that regard?

Mr. BOEHLERT. | will be glad to di-
rect that response to the chairman of
the full committee. We have had exten-
sive conversations on that.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, as the gentleman
knows, you are looking at possibly the
strongest possible defender of the CRP.
To have those acres remain in the
Great Plains, where we truly need it in
this criteria, there is an out-option.
The farmer may leave the Conservation
Reserve Program, but not, of course, in
terms of the highly environmentally
sensitive ground. When he does that,
on his own volition, the Secretary then
has the same number of acres and
money and he can apply it to other
sensitive acres. But there is no criteria
to move this program from one section
of the country to another.

Mr. LATHAM. | would just like to
ask the gentleman from New York, as
far as the Wetlands Reserve Program,
you have got a third permanent, third
30 years, and the others are different
time periods. Is there anything as far
as new delineations of wetlands?

Mr. BOEHLERT. No, there is not.

Mr. LATHAM. Does the gentleman
expect any effect as far as with tying
up the one-third as far as being perma-
nent, as to what the anticipated effect
will be as far as how many acres cur-
rently are permanent and will now be
able to go into the 30 and the tem-
porary?

Mr. BOEHLERT. We were anticipat-
ing more people would participate in
the program.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, | appreciate my col-
leagues listening to my extempo-
raneous tirades here. | just hope that
people will reflect that this is serious.
This is not about the merits of the pro-
gram. We have heard a lot of good
speakers talk about the merits of the
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program. | have to agree with that. It
is a good program. We would like to ap-
propriate as much money as possible to
this program. By the way, | have dairy
farmers who probably would avail
themselves of the benefits of this pro-
gram. It is important.

But this is not a debate about the
program or the benefits of the program
or the merits of the program. This is a
debate about whether or not we meant
what we said when we said we wanted
a balanced budget by the year 2002.
Now, it is nice that we come to the
floor and debate this issue about the
LEAP program on leap day of leap
year, 1996. That is interesting. That is
coincidental. But the real fact is, are
we just pulling the wool over the
American people’s eyes when we talk
about a balanced budget?

| suggest to Members, that they look
at the trend that we have created with
discretionary spending, and remember,
discretionary spending is only one-
third of the equation, one-third of the
budget of the United States that we
spend every year. But we are working
on nondefense discretionary, we are
getting the sum down. We are serious
about trying to save the taxpayers
money.

As we all know, however, that other
two-thirds is growing. Without a budg-
et agreement, we will not get a handle
on it. The last thing we need to do is
make the problem worse. The last
thing we need to do is create new enti-
tlements. The last thing we need to do
is make those entitlements lock in
good programs, well-intentioned pro-
grams, well-meaning programs, so we
cannot ever adjust them. We cannot
touch them.

But if you vote for this amendment,
if you vote against my provision, in
fact, you do not want to balance the
budget by the year 2002. Perhaps you
mean 3002.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from New York [Mr. BOEH-
LERT] has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, the principal oppo-
nent of this amendment has just made
a compelling argument to support the
amendment. He said his argument is
not about the merits of the program.
He said it is a good program, but he is
concerned about priorities. So are we.
So are the American people.

The election of November 8, 1994, sent

a clear, unequivocal message to the
Congress of the United States. The
American people want smaller, less

costly, less intrusive, yet more effi-
cient government. They want us to get
our priorities in order. And guess what,
they did not send us here to dismantle
a quarter of a century of progress in
important, sensitive, environmental
legislation. Who are the principal stew-
ards of our land? Our farmers, agri-
culture.

This is our greatest opportunity to
do something meaningful to protect
our environment. When we want to
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talk about water quality, are Members
not all concerned, as we all should be,
when in one of the premier cities of
America, Milwaukee, in December 1993,
104 people died because they drank the
water from a public water system?
That is a cause for concern. If we can
do something in just a small way here
in this House to prevent that from hap-
pening in the future, that is a job well
done.

The sportsmen of America, the envi-
ronmentalists of America, the farmers
of America support this amendment be-
cause it makes sense for America. |
urge my colleagues to join with us in a
bipartisan manner and win one for the
American people.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chairman, Mr.
BOEHLERT has been a leader respected on
both sides of the aisle for lack of partisanship
on environmental issues.

His amendment emphasizes the importance
of conservation programs in a total farmland
management plan.

It addresses many concerns of USDA Sec-
retary Glickman who says “this bill fails to
make changes necessary in conservation pro-
grams that would lead to cleaner water and
better soil protection.”

Jim LIGHTFOOT and | have delivered a letter
to Chairman ROBERTS in support of the Con-
servation Reserve Program.

It is vital to reauthorize the program and
permit new sign-ups to keep the program via-
ble and maintain the significant investment
made over the past 10 years.

Its absence from the Roberts bill is a glaring
omission.

| commend the Boehlert amendment and
recommend passage.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, | rise to support
the Boehlert amendment which represents the
only opportunity on this farm legislation to ad-
dress the Conservation Reserve Program
[CRP] and the Wetlands Reserve Program
[WRP]. Under the rules of the House we
should have had a more open debate and an
opportunity for the House to work its will on
these important provisions—but were denied
that by the closed rule adopted for the consid-
eration of this measure, H.R. 2854.

| am frankly very concerned about the Live-
stock Environmental Assistance Program em-
bodied in the amendment, not because we do
not need to clean up the feedlot seepage and
pollution, but because the funding duty to do
so will be transferred to the Federal Govern-
ment in the absence of compliance. Such
clean up and pollution prevention should be
borne by those responsible for the contamina-
tion, the producers in agribusiness.

Furthermore, the limitations on the acreage
included in the CRP and the WRP proposal
will sharply limit their effectiveness. | am hope-
ful that there is not an implication in the pur-
chase of easements, a concept, that the Fed-
eral Government must pay land owners so
that they will not pollute or damage the envi-
ronment.

Hopefully when and if this overall measure
moves to conference, we will see these short-
comings corrected. But this amendment, which
will no doubt pass today, is a mixed message
and not the best product for a sound con-
servation policy path in 1996.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
support of the Boehlert amendment to H.R.

2854 to add much needed conservation provi-
sions to the Agriculture Market Transition Act.

The Boehlert amendment achieves signifi-
cant conservation measures that benefit the
environment by retiring highly erodible and en-
vironmentally sensitive land and protecting
wetlands, thereby expanding wildlife habitat,
enhancing water quality and restoring soil
quality. And, at the same time, this amend-
ment provides necessary reform to improve
farm management and operation while pre-
serving profitability for farmers.

| understand the chairman’s plans to ad-
dress conservation efforts in future legislation.
But, given the President’s much-abused use of
the veto pen, | don't think that we can afford
to delay consideration of this essential author-
ization.

The time is now to enact conservation au-
thorization reforms. Authority to enroll new
CRP lands expired in 1995. The first CRP
contracts expired in October 1995 and con-
tracts covering over half the land in the current
program will expire this year and next.

| grew up on a fifth generation family farm
and my father taught me the importance of
preserving the land for future generations.

Conservation efforts benefit not only the
community surrounding contract land, but also
across state boundaries. Preserving wildlife
habitat for future generations is important to
my constituents and our heritage. For exam-
ple, CRP’s wildlife benefits are enjoyed by mil-
lions of sportsmen and have generated billions
of dollars in economic activity, and restoring
and protecting ground water and stream flows
for fish, wildlife, and rural communities is es-
sential.

| think it is also important to note that, ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget Office,
Representative BOEHLERT's amendment costs
less than half of the Senate provisions, while
doing a better job of protecting our soil and
water resources.

Mr. Speaker, the time to reauthorize con-
servation programs is now, and | urge my col-
leagues to support the Boehlert amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York [Mr.
BOEHLERT].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was orderd.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 372, noes 37,
not voting 22, as follows:

[Roll No 37]

AYES—372
Abercrombie Beilenson Brewster
Ackerman Bentsen Browder
Allard Bereuter Brown (CA)
Andrews Berman Brown (FL)
Bachus Bevill Brown (OH)
Baesler Bilbray Brownback
Baker (CA) Bilirakis Bryant (TN)
Baldacci Bishop Bunn
Ballenger Bliley Bunning
Barcia Blute Burr
Barr Boehlert Buyer
Barrett (NE) Boehner Calvert
Barrett (WI) Bonilla Camp
Bartlett Bonior Campbell
Bass Bono Canady
Bateman Borski Cardin
Becerra Boucher Castle
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Chabot
Chambliss
Chapman
Christensen
Chrysler
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clinger
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Coleman
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooley
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crapo
Cremeans
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis

de la Garza
Deal
DeFazio
DelLauro
Dellums
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dornan
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Durbin
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Fazio
Fields (LA)
Fields (TX)
Filner
Flake
Flanagan
Foglietta
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Fox

Frank (MA)
Franks (CT)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frisa
Frost
Funderburk
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Geren
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss

Green
Gunderson
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Harman
Hastert

Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Hefner
Heineman
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hoke
Holden
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jacobs
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (SD)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnston
Jones
Kanjorski
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kim
King
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Laughlin
Leach
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Lightfoot
Lincoln
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Longley
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Martini
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McHale
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek
Menendez
Metcalf
Meyers
Mica
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moran
Morella
Murtha
Myers
Myrick
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Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey

Olver

Ortiz
Orton
Owens
Oxley
Pallone
Parker
Pastor
Paxon
Payne (NJ)
Payne (VA)
Pelosi
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Poshard
Pryce
Quillen
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Reed
Regula
Richardson
Riggs
Rivers
Roberts
Roemer
Ros-Lehtinen
Roth
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaefer
Schiff
Schroeder
Schumer
Scott
Seastrand
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Shuster
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Solomon
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stockman
Studds
Stupak
Talent
Tanner
Tate
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Tejeda
Thomas
Thompson
Thornberry
Thornton
Thurman
Tiahrt
Torkildsen
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Upton
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Velazquez Watt (NC) Williams
Vento Watts (OK) Wise
Visclosky Waxman Wolf
Volkmer Weldon (FL) Woolsey
Waldholtz Weldon (PA) Wynn
Walsh Weller Yates
Wamp White Zimmer
Ward Whitfield
Waters Wicker
NOES—37
Archer Herger Radanovich
Armey Hostettler Rogers
Baker (LA) Hunter Rohrabacher
Barton Istook Royce
Chenoweth Johnson, Sam Scarborough
Collins (GA) Kaptur Souder
Crane Lewis (CA) Stump
DelLay Livingston Tauzin
Farr McDade Vucanovich
Goodling Miller (FL) Walker
Hancock Neumann Young (FL)
Hansen Packard
Hayes Pombo
NOT VOTING—22
Bryant (TX) Gibbons Rose
Burton Graham Sisisky
Callahan Greenwood Stokes
Collins (IL) Kasich Wilson
Dingell Lazio Young (AK)
Dixon Maloney Zeliff
Fattah McKinney
Furse Moorhead
0O 1010
The Clerk announced the following
pair:
On this vote:

Mr. Fazio of California for, with Mr. Ka-
sich against.

Messrs. McDADE, NEUMANN, and
SCARBOROUGH changed their vote
from “‘aye’” to ‘‘no.”

Mr. OXLEY and Mr. MCINTOSH
changed their vote from “‘no’’ to “‘aye.”

So the amendment was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. (Mrs.
WALDHOLTZ]. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 10 printed in
House Report 104-463.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROTH

Mr. ROTH. Madam Chairman, | offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ROTH:

Add at the end of title IV the following:
Subtitle B—Amendments to Agricultural

Trade Development and Assistance Act of

1954 and Related Statutes
SEC. 411. FOOD AID TO DEVELOPING COUNTRIES.

(@) IN GENERAL.—Section 3 of the Agricul-
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act
of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1691a) is amended to read as
follows:

“SEC. 3. FOOD AID TO DEVELOPING COUNTRIES.

“(a) Poricy.—In light of the Uruguay
Round Agreement on Agriculture and the
Ministerial Decision on Measures Concerning
the Possible Negative Effects of the Reform
Program on Least-Developed and Net-Food
Importing Developing Countries, the United
States reaffirms the commitment of the
United States to providing food aid to devel-
oping countries.

““(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that—

““(1) the President should initiate consulta-
tions with other donor nations to consider
appropriate levels of food aid commitments
to meet the legitimate needs of developing
countries;

““(2) the United States should increase its
contribution of bona fide food assistance to
developing countries consistent with the
Agreement on Agriculture.”.
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(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 411
of the Uruguay Round Agreements Act (19
U.S.C. 3611) is amended by striking sub-
section (e).

SEC. 412. TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT ASSIST-
ANCE.

Section 101 of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1701) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘developing countries’ each
place it appears and inserting ‘‘developing
countries and private entities’’; and

(2) in subsection (b), by inserting “‘and en-
tities’ before the period at the end.

SEC. 413. AGREEMENTS REGARDING ELIGIBLE
COUNTRIES AND PRIVATE ENTITIES.

Section 102 of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1702) is amended to read as follows:
“SEC. 102. AGREEMENTS REGARDING ELIGIBLE

COUNTRIES AND PRIVATE ENTITIES.

‘“(a) PRIORITY.—In selecting agreements to
be entered into under this title, the Sec-
retary shall give priority to agreements pro-
viding for the export of agricultural com-
modities to developing countries that—

‘(1) have the demonstrated potential to be-
come commercial markets for competitively
priced United States agricultural commod-
ities;

‘“(2) are undertaking measures for eco-
nomic development purposes to improve food
security and agricultural development, alle-
viate poverty, and promote broad-based equi-
table and sustainable development; and

““(3) demonstrate the greatest need for

ood.

““(b) PRIVATE ENTITIES.—AN agreement en-
tered into under this title with a private en-
tity shall require such security, or such
other provisions as the Secretary determines
necessary, to provide reasonable and ade-
quate assurance of repayment of the financ-
ing extended to the private entity.

“(c) AGRICULTURAL MARKET DEVELOPMENT
PLAN.—

‘(1) DEFINITION OF AGRICULTURAL TRADE OR-
GANIZATION.—In this subsection, the term
‘agricultural trade organization’ means a
United States agricultural trade organiza-
tion that promotes the export and sale of a
United States agricultural commodity and
that does not stand to profit directly from
the specific sale of the commodity.

““(2) AN.—The Secretary shall consider a de-
veloping country for which an agricultural
market development plan has been approved
under this subsection to have the dem-
onstrated potential to become a commercial
market for competitively priced United
States agricultural commodities for the pur-
pose of granting a priority under subsection
(a).
““(3) REQUIREMENTS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—To be approved by the
Secretary, an agricultural market develop-
ment plan shall—

‘(i) be submitted by a developing country
or private entity, in conjunction with an ag-
ricultural trade organization;

‘“(ii) describe a project or program for the
development and expansion of a United
States agricultural commodity market in a
developing country, and the economic devel-
opment of the country, using funds derived
from the sale of agricultural commodities re-
ceived under an agreement described in sec-
tion 101;

““(iii) provide for any matching funds that
are required by the Secretary for the project
or program;

‘“(iv) provide for a results-oriented means
of measuring the success of the project or
program; and

““(v) provide for graduation to the use of
non-Federal funds to carry out the project or
program, consistent with requirements es-
tablished by the Secretary.

““(B) AGRICULTURAL TRADE ORGANIZATION.—
The project or program shall be designed and
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carried out by the agricultural trade organi-
zation.

““(C) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—AnN agri-
cultural market development plan shall con-
tain such additional requirements as are de-
termined necessary by the Secretary.

““(4) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall
make funds made available to carry out this
title available for the reimbursement of ad-
ministrative expenses incurred by agricul-
tural trade organizations in developing, im-
plementing, and administering agricultural
market development plans, subject to such
requirements and in such amounts as the
Secretary considers appropriate.

“(B) DURATION.—The funds shall be made
available to agricultural trade organizations
for the duration of the applicable agricul-
tural market development plan.

““(C) TERMINATION.—The Secretary may
terminate assistance made available under
this subsection if the agricultural trade or-
ganization is not carrying out the approved
agricultural market development plan.”.

SEC. 414. TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF SALES.

Section 103 of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1703) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(2)(A)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘a recipient country to
make’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘such country’ and insert-
ing ‘‘the appropriate country’’;

(2) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘less than
10 nor”’; and

(3) in subsection (d)—

(A) by striking “‘recipient country’’ and in-
serting ‘‘developing country or private en-
tity’’; and

(B) by striking ‘7" and inserting “‘5”".

SEC. 415. USE OF LOCAL CURRENCY PAYMENT.

Section 104 of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1704) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking “‘recipient
country’” and inserting ‘‘developing country
or private entity’’; and

(2) in subsection (c)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘recipient country’ each
place it appears and inserting ‘‘appropriate
developing country’’; and

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘“‘recipient
countries” and inserting ‘“‘appropriate devel-
oping countries’’.

SEC. 416. ELIGIBLE ORGANIZATIONS.

Section 202 of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1722) is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (b) and inserting
the following:

“‘(b) NONEMERGENCY ASSISTANCE.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may
provide agricultural commodities for non-
emergency assistance under this title
through eligible organizations (as described
in subsection (d)) that have entered into an
agreement with the Administrator to use the
commodities in accordance with this title.

“(2) LIMITATION.—The Administrator may
not deny a request for funds or commodities
submitted under this subsection because the
program for which the funds or commodities
are requested—

“(A) would be carried out by the eligible
organization in a foreign country in which
the Agency for International Development
does not have a mission, office, or other pres-
ence; or

“(B) is not part of a development plan for
the country prepared by the Agency.’’; and

(2) in subsection (e)—

(A) in the subsection heading, by striking
“PRIVATE VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS AND
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COOPERATIVES™ and inserting “ELIGIBLE OR-
GANIZATIONS™;

(B) in paragraph (1)—

(i) by striking ‘‘$13,500,000"" and inserting
*$28,000,000""; and

(i) by striking ‘‘private voluntary organi-
zations and cooperatives to assist such orga-
nizations and cooperatives’” and inserting
“‘eligible organizations described in sub-
section (d), to assist the organizations’’;

(C) in paragraph (3), by striking “‘a private
voluntary organization or cooperative, the
Administrator may provide assistance to
that organization or cooperative’ and insert-
ing “‘an eligible organization, the Adminis-
trator may provide assistance to the eligible
organization™.

SEC. 417. GENERATION AND USE OF FOREIGN
CURRENCIES.

Section 203 of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1723) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting *‘, or in a
country in the same region,” after “in the
recipient country’’;

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) by inserting ‘““or in countries in the
same region,” after ‘“in recipient coun-
tries,”; and

(B) by striking ‘“10 percent’” and inserting
15 percent’’;

(3) in subsection (c), by inserting ‘“‘or in a
country in the same region,” after “in the
recipient country,’’; and

(4) in subsection (d)(2), by inserting ‘‘or
within a country in the same region’ after
“within the recipient country’.

SEC. 418. GENERAL LEVELS OF ASSISTANCE
UNDER PUBLIC LAW 480.

Section 204(a) of the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1724(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘“‘amount
that’” and all that follows through the period
at the end and inserting ‘““‘amount that for
each of fiscal years 1996 through 2002 is not
less than 2,025,000 metric tons.”’;

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘“amount
that’” and all that follows through the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘amount that for
each of fiscal years 1996 through 2002 is not
less than 1,550,000 metric tons.”’; and

(3) in paragraph (3), by adding at the end
the following: ““No waiver shall be made be-
fore the beginning of the applicable fiscal
year.”.

SEC. 419. FOOD AID CONSULTATIVE GROUP.

Section 205 of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1725) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘“‘private
voluntary organizations, cooperatives and
indigenous non-governmental organizations”’
and inserting ‘‘eligible organizations de-
scribed in section 202(d)(1)"’;

(2) in subsection (b)—

(A) in paragraph (2), by striking “‘for Inter-
national Affairs and Commodity Programs’
and inserting ‘“‘of Agriculture for Farm and
Foreign Agricultural Services’’;

(B) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘““and’ at
the end;

(C) in paragraph (5), by striking the period
at the end and inserting *‘; and”’; and

(D) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(6) representatives from agricultural pro-
ducer groups in the United States.”’;

(3) in the second sentence of subsection (d),
by inserting ‘“‘(but at least twice per year)”’
after ‘““‘when appropriate’; and

(4) in subsection (f), by striking ““1995”" and
inserting ‘‘2002"".

SEC. 420. SUPPORT OF NONGOVERNMENTAL OR-
GANIZATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 306(b) of the Agri-
cultural Trade Development and Assistance
Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1727e(b)) is amended—
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(1) in the subsection heading, by striking
“INDIGENOUS NON-GOVERNMENTAL” and in-
serting ‘““NONGOVERNMENTAL”’; and

(2) by striking ‘“‘utilization of indigenous™
and inserting ‘“‘utilization of”’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 402
of the Agricultural Trade Development and
Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1732) is
amended by striking paragraph (6) and in-
serting the following:

‘“(6) NONGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATION.—
The term ‘nongovernmental organization’
means an organization that works at the
local level to solve development problems in
a foreign country in which the organization
is located, except that the term does not in-
clude an organization that is primarily an
agency or instrumentality of the govern-
ment of the foreign country.”.

SEC. 421. COMMODITY DETERMINATIONS.

Section 401 of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1731) is amended—

(1) by striking subsections (a) through (d)
and inserting the following:

‘“(a) AVAILABILITY OF COMMODITIES.—NoO ag-
ricultural commodity shall be available for
disposition under this Act if the Secretary
determines that the disposition would reduce
the domestic supply of the commodity below
the supply needed to meet domestic require-
ments and provide adequate carryover (as de-
termined by the Secretary), unless the Sec-
retary determines that some part of the sup-
ply should be used to carry out urgent hu-
manitarian purposes under this Act.”;

(2) by redesignating subsections (e) and (f)
as subsections (b) and (c), respectively; and

(3) in subsection (c) (as so redesignated), by
striking ““(e)(1)’’ and inserting ““(b)(1)"".

SEC. 422. GENERAL PROVISIONS.

Section 403 of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1733) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)—

(A) in the subsection heading, by striking
““CONSULTATIONS” and inserting “‘IMPACT ON
LocAL FARMERS AND EcoNomY’’; and

(B) by striking ‘““‘consult with’ and all that
follows through ‘“‘other donor organizations
to’’;

(2) in subsection (c)—

(A) by striking ““from countries’’; and

(B) by striking ‘“for use’” and inserting ‘“‘or
use’’;

(3) in subsection (f)—

(A) by inserting ‘“‘or private entities, as ap-
propriate,” after “‘from countries’’; and

(B) by inserting ‘“‘or private entities’ after
“*such countries’; and

(4) in subsection (i)(2), by striking subpara-
graph (C).

SEC. 423. AGREEMENTS.

Section 404 of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1734) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘“‘with
foreign countries’” after ‘‘Before entering
into agreements’’;

(2) in subsection (b)(2)—

(A) by inserting ‘“with foreign countries”
after “‘with respect to agreements entered
into”’; and

(B) by inserting before the semicolon at
the end the following: ‘“‘and broad-based eco-
nomic growth’’; and

(3) in subsection (c), by striking paragraph
(1) and inserting the following:

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Agreements to provide
assistance on a multi-year basis to recipient
countries or to eligible organizations—

“(A) may be made available under titles |
and Il1; and

‘“(B) shall be made available under title
..
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SEC. 424. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.

Section 407 of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1736a) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in paragraph(l), by inserting ‘“‘or pri-
vate entity that enters into an agreement
under title I’ after “‘importing country’’;
and

(B) in paragraph (2), by adding at the end
the following: ‘““Resulting contracts may con-
tain such terms and conditions as the Sec-
retary determines are necessary and appro-
priate.”’;

(2) in subsection (c)—

(A) in paragraph (1)(A), by inserting ““im-
porter or’’ before “‘importing country’’; and

(B) in paragraph (2)(A), by inserting “‘im-
porter or’’ before ‘““‘importing country’’;

(3) in subsection (d)—

(A) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting
the following:

“(2) FREIGHT PROCUREMENT.—Notwith-
standing the Federal Property and Adminis-
trative Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 471 et
seq.) or other similar provisions of law relat-
ing to the making or performance of Federal
Government contracts, ocean transportation
under titles Il and Il may be procured on
the basis of such full and open competitive
procedures. Resulting contracts may contain
such terms and conditions, as the Adminis-
trator determines are necessary and appro-
priate.”’; and

(B) by striking paragraph (4);

(4) in subsection (g)(2)—

(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking “‘and”
at the end;

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting *‘; and’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

‘(D) an assessment of the progress towards
achieving food security in each country re-
ceiving food assistance from the United
States Government, with special emphasis
on the nutritional status of the poorest pop-
ulations in each country.”’; and

(5) by striking subsection (h).

SEC. 425. EXPIRATION DATE.

Section 408 of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1736b) is amended by striking ‘1995
and inserting ‘“2002"".

SEC. 426. REGULATIONS.

Section 409 of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1736c) is repealed.

SEC. 427. INDEPENDENT EVALUATION OF PRO-
GRAMS.

Section 410 of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1736d) is repealed.

SEC. 428. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 412 of the Agri-
cultural Trade Development and Assistance
Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1736f) is amended—

(1) by striking subsections (b) and (c) and
inserting the following:

“(b) TRANSFER OF FUNDs.—Notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law, the President
may direct that—

““(1) up to 15 percent of the funds available
for any fiscal year for carrying out title I or
111 of this Act be used to carry out any other
title of this Act; and

““(2) up to 100 percent of funds available for
title 111 be used to carry out title 11.”’; and

(2) by redesignating subsections (d) and (e)
as subsections (c) and (d), respectively.

(b) RELATION TO OTHER WAIVER.—Section
204(a)(3) of the Agricultural Trade Develop-
ment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C.
1724(a)(3)) is amended by inserting ‘“‘all au-
thority to transfer from title | under section
412 has been exercised with respect to that
fiscal year and’ after “‘any fiscal year if”.
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SEC. 429. COORDINATION OF FOREIGN ASSIST-
ANCE PROGRAMS.

Section 413 of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1736g) is amended by inserting “‘title
111 of”” before ‘‘this Act’” each place it ap-
pears.

SEC. 430. USE OF CERTAIN LOCAL CURRENCY.

Title IV of the Agricultural Trade Develop-
ment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1731
et seq.) (as amended by section 222) is further
amended by adding at the end the following:
“SEC. 416. USE OF CERTAIN LOCAL CURRENCY.

“Local currency payments received by the
United States pursuant to agreements en-
tered into under title I (as in effect on No-
vember 27, 1990) may be utilized by the Sec-
retary in accordance with section 108 (as in
effect on November 27, 1990).”".

SEC. 431. LEVEL OF ASSISTANCE TO FARMER TO
FARMER PROGRAM.

Section 501(c) of the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1737(c)) is amended—

(1) by striking *“0.2”’ and inserting ‘‘0.4”’;

(2) by striking ““0.1” and inserting ‘“0.2”;
and

(3) by striking ‘“1991 through 1995’ and in-
serting ‘“1996 through 2002"".

SEC. 432. FOOD SECURITY COMMODITY RESERVE.

(a) FooD SECURITY COMMODITY RESERVE
ACT OF 1995.—The title heading of title Il of
the Agricultural Act of 1980 (7 U.S.C. 1736f-1
note) is amended by striking ‘““FOOD SECU-
RITY WHEAT RESERVE ACT OF 1980 and
inserting “FOOD SECURITY COMMODITY
RESERVE ACT OF 1995”".

(b) SHORT TITLE.—Section 301 of the Act (7
U.S.C. 1736f-1 note) is amended by striking
““Food Security Wheat Reserve Act of 1980
and inserting ‘‘Food Security Commodity
Reserve Act of 1995,

(c) IN GENERAL.—Section 302 of the Act (7
U.S.C. 1736f-1) is amended—

(1) in the section heading, by striking
“FOOD SECURITY WHEAT RESERVE” and
inserting “FOOD SECURITY COMMODITY
RESERVE"";

(2) so that subsection (a) reads as follows:

““(a) IN GENERAL.—To0 provide for a reserve
solely to meet emergency humanitarian food
needs in developing countries, the Secretary
shall establish a reserve stock of wheat, rice,
corn, or sorghum, or any combination of the
commodities, totaling not more than
4,000,000 metric tons for use as described in
subsection (c).”’;

(3) so that subsection (b)(1) reads as fol-
lows:

“‘(b) COMMODITIES IN RESERVE.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The reserve established
under this section shall consist of—

“(A) wheat in the reserve established under
the Food Security Commodity Reserve Act
of 1980 as of the date of enactment of the
Food For Peace Reauthorization Act of 1995;

“(B) wheat, rice, corn, and sorghum (re-
ferred to in this section as ‘eligible commod-
ities’) acquired in accordance with paragraph
(2) to replenish eligible commodities released
from the reserve, including wheat to replen-
ish wheat released from the reserve estab-
lished under the Food Security Wheat Re-
serve Act of 1980 but not replenished as of
the date of enactment of the Food For Peace
Reauthorization Act of 1995; and

“(C) such rice, corn, and sorghum as the
Secretary of Agriculture (referred to in this
section as the ‘Secretary’) may, at such time
and in such manner as the Secretary deter-
mines appropriate, acquire as a result of ex-
changing an equivalent value of wheat in the
reserve established under this section.’’;

(4) in subsection (b)(2)—

(A) by striking “(2)(A) Subject to’” and in-
serting the following:

““(2) REPLENISHMENT OF RESERVE.—
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““(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to’’;

(B) in subparagraph (A)—

(i) by striking “‘(i) of this section stocks of
wheat” and inserting ‘(i) stocks of eligible
commodities”’;

(ii) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘stocks of
wheat”” and inserting ‘‘stocks of eligible
commodities’; and

(iif) in the second sentence, by striking
“wheat’” and inserting ‘“‘eligible commod-
ities’’; and

(C) in subparagraph (B)—

(i) by striking ‘“(B) Not later”” and insert-
ing “(B) TIME FOR REPLENISHMENT OF RE-
SERVE.—Not later’’; and

(ii) in clause (ii), by striking ““wheat”” and
inserting “‘eligible commodities’’;

(5) so that subsections (c) through (f) read
as follows:

‘‘(c) RELEASE OF ELIGIBLE COMMODITIES.—

‘“(1) DETERMINATION.—If the Secretary de-
termines that the amount of commodities al-
located for minimum assistance under sec-
tion 204(a)(1) of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1724(a)(1)) less the amount of commod-
ities allocated for minimum non-emergency
assistance under section 204(a)(2) of the Act
(7 U.S.C. 1724(a)(2)) will be insufficient to
meet the need for commodities for emer-
gency assistance under section 202(a) of the
Act (7 U.S.C. 1722(a)), the Secretary in any
fiscal year may release from the reserve—

““(A) up to 500,000 metric tons of wheat or
the equivalent value of eligible commodities
other than wheat; and

““(B) any eligible commodities which under
subparagraph (A) could have been released
but were not released in prior fiscal years.

““(2) AVAILABILITY OF COMMODITIES.—Com-
modities released under paragraph (1) shall
be made available under title Il of the Agri-
cultural Trade Development and Assistance
Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1721 et seq.) for emer-
gency assistance.

““(3) EXCHANGE.—The Secretary may ex-
change an eligible commodity for another
United States commodity of equal value, in-
cluding powdered milk, pulses, and vegetable
oil.

‘“(4) USE OF NORMAL COMMERCIAL PRAC-
TICES.—To the maximum extend practicable
consistent with the fulfillment of the pur-
poses of this section and the effective and ef-
ficient administration of this section, the
Secretary shall use the usual and customary
channels, facilities, arrangements, and prac-
tices of the trade and commerce.

““(5) WAIVER OF MINIMUM TONNAGE REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Nothing in this subsection shall re-
quire the exercise of the waiver under sec-
tion 204(a)(3) of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1724(a)(3)) as a prerequisite for the re-
lease of eligible commodities under this sub-
section.

‘“(d) TRANSPORTATION AND HANDLING
CoSsTS.—
“(1) IN GENERAL.—The cost of transpor-

tation and handling of eligible commodities
released from the reserve established under
this section shall be paid by the Commodity
Credit Corporation in accordance with sec-
tion 406 of the Agricultural Trade Develop-
ment and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C.
1736).

““(2) REIMBURSEMENT.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commodity Credit
Corporation shall be reimbursed for the costs
incurred under paragraph (1) from the funds
made available to carry out the Agricultural
Trade Development and Assistance Act of
1954 (7 U.S.C. 1691 et seq.).

““(B) BASIS FOR REIMBURSEMENT.—The reim-
bursement shall be made on the basis of the
lesser of the actual cost incurred by the
Commodity Credit Corporation less any sav-
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ings achieved as a result of decreased storage
and handling costs for the reserve.

‘“(C) DECREASED STORAGE AND HANDLING
cosTs.—For purposes of this subsection, ‘de-
creased storage and handling costs’ shall
mean the total actual costs for storage and
handling incurred by the Commodity Credit
Corporation for the reserve established under
title 111 of the Agricultural Act of 1980 in fis-
cal year 1995 less the total actual costs for
storage and handling incurred by the Cor-
poration for the reserve established under
this Act in the fiscal year for which the sav-
ings are calculated.

‘‘(e) MANAGEMENT OF RESERVE.—The Sec-
retary shall provid